REMARKS 

Claims 34-50 are pending in this application. Claims 1-33 have been cancelled. 
Claims 34-50 are new claims. 

In the Office Action mailed March 10, 2006, (hereinafter "Final Office Action") 
the examiner has rejected Claims 3 and 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for the meaning of R and also has rejected Claims 3 and 5 for not 
providing the definition of R\ Applicant has cancelled Claims 3 and 5 and has 
represented the corrected subject matter of Claims 3 and/or 5 in new claims 35 and 43. 
Support for this corrected recitation of the meaning of R and the definition of R 1 can be 
found at page 7, line 23 to page 8, line 3 of the specification. No new matter has been 
presented herein. In view of the cancellation of Claims 3 and 5 and the presentation of 
the corrected subject matter as stated, it is believed that this rejection has been obviated. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1, 3-5, 7-13 and 28-33 under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as anticipated by Roodvoets U.S. Patent No. 3,939,133 (hereinafter "Roodvoets"). 
As stated in the previous response, the Examiner has not appreciated the difference in 
polymer chemistries between that disclosed in Roodvoets and the current invention. 

Firstly, Roodvoets discloses curing of high vinyl rubbers such as polymers of 
butadiene, while the currently claimed invention claims a thermoplastic polvolefin . It is 
believed that polymers of butadiene (i.e., polybutadiene), as disclosed by Roodvoets, 
does not disclose a thermoplastic polyolefin. 



7 



Secondly, Roodvoets disclosure of vinyl triacetoxysilane is (presumptively 
because no purpose is stated) only being used as a coupling agent to directly couple the 
polybutadiene to the filler to increase physical strength properties in the rubber. In 
contrast, the currently claimed invention is a process for producing a silane-crosslinked 
thermoplastic polymer wherein the silane is the cross-linking agent between the chains of 
thermoplastic polvolefin . 

Thirdly, nowhere in Roodvoets is it believed that there is any disclosure of a 
metal catalyst conventionally used in the hydrolysis/condensation reactions involved in 
the production of a silane-crosslinked thermoplastic polymer, such as was claimed in now 
cancelled claims 28-33. 

Fourthly, the Examiner has stated that the presence of moisture appears to be 
inherent because of applicants prior statement of a vacuum-drying step in Roodvoets. 
Examiner has made the statement that "if no moisture were present during the process, 
then no vacuum-drying would be necessary." On the contrary, Roodvoets discloses in 
column 2, lines 61-63 that solvents may be used. It is posited to the examiner that the 
vacuum-drying step in Roodvoets may have been used to remove solvent, if present. It is 
a well established point of law that "Inherent anticipation requires that the missing 
descriptive material is ' necessarily present 1 , not merely probably or possibly present, in 
the prior art" Trintec Industries Inc. v. Top-USA. Corp., 295 F.3d 1292, 1295, 63 
USPQ2d 1597, 1599 (Fed. Cir. 2002) quoting In re Robertson, 169 F.3d 743, 745, 49 
USPQ2d 1946, 1950-51 (Fed. Cir. 1999), underlining added for emphasis. The presence 
of moisture is not necessarily present in Roodvoets and any statement to that effect is 
believed to be unsupported by the disclosure of Roodvoets. 
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In any event it is submitted that applicants' do not necessarily agree with the 
statements made by the examiner in the final office action but, in an effort to advance the 
prosecution of the application, applicants' have cancelled claims 1-33 as indicated above, 
which obviates this rejection. The cancellation of Claim 1-33 includes the cancellation of 
seventeen finally rejected claims and new Claims 34-50 add seventeen new claims, thus 
meeting the conditions of the statement 3(d) of the Advisory Action, and pursuant to an 
teleconference with the examiner on June 13, 2006, examiner indicated that if were an 
amendment filed that complied with statement 3(d) of the Advisory Action, that such an 
amendment would be entered and considered by the Examiner. This amendment is 
believed to comply with statement 3d of the Advisory Action and Applicants' 
respectfully request entry and consideration thereof. Applicants 1 reserve the right to file 
divisional and/or continuation applications to any of the withdrawn claims and to any 
subject matter supported by the specification. 

Applicants have represented the combined subject matter of original claims 1 and 
2 in new claim 34. In addition, applicants have presented new claims 35-42 which 
depend ultimately from claim 34. Still further, applicants have represented the combined 
subject matter of original claims 1, 3 and 6 in new claim 43. In addition, applicants have 
presented new claims 44-50 which depend ultimately from claim 43. In an interview 
with examiner and the undersigned attorney of record on April 27, 2006, examiner stated 
that pursuant to paragraph 5 of the final office action, original claims 1 and 2, (and thus it 
is presumed by applicants 1 , also claims 1, 3 and 6), if rewritten to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claim would appear to be allowable. 
Examiner further stated that original claims 3-13 would appear to also be allowable if 
rewritten to depend from the combined new claim of original claim 1 and 2 (and thus it is 
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presumed by applicants', also combined original claims 1, 3 and 6). Applicants have 
presented new claims 34-50 along this line of reasoning as indicated by the examiner. It 
is respectfully submitted that claims 34-50 are allowable over the prior art of record and 
the allowance of claims 34-50 is now respectfully requested. 

An early favorable examination on the merits of the subject matter of Claims 34- 
50 is respectfully requested. Please charge any required fee to Deposit Account No. 
07-0888. Also in the event that any extensions of time are required please treat this paper 
as a petition to extend the time as required and charge Deposit Account No. 07-0888. 
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